not available at the proper time, they will not be utilized and the whole exercise will be for naught. The Weiss (1977) and, most recent, Chelimsky (198I}, in an One has only to look back at the Head Start evaluation to see the problems generated by a so-called timely evaluation. Datta (1976) has provided an excellent history of that evaluation and its impact. The Westinghouse-Ohio University evaluation report was submitted on time within a year of the contract award. And it was utilized-both in an enlightenment or conceptual way, but also in an instrumental way. Head Start was labeled a failure and became grist for the intellectual mills viewing early educational interventions as based on improper theory. Such thinkers as Hernnstein, Jencks, and Moynihan were in the forefront of this effort. In commenting on the impact of the report, Datta (1976) (Tharp & Gallimore, 1979 (Kolata, 1982 Patton, 1978; House, 1980) In contrast, the follow-up study of Head Start-like experimental programs was a retrospective, patched-up multicenter evaluation. While participants did agree on a common posttest protocol, there was no common pretest protocol, uniform eligibility requirements, or random assignment. In fact, the researchers had difficulty obtaining funding given the preconceptions derived from the Westinghouse-Ohio In sum, we must believe that there is a fruitful future for evaluation.
As long as society has the resources and the will to cope with evolutionary challenges through active interventions, there will be a need for well-thought-out and well-conducted evaluative studies.
